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RESPONSE TO ELECTION OF SPECIES REQUIREMENT 

MS Amendment 
Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

Dear Sir: 

Applicants are in receipt of the Office Action dated July 21, 2008, requiring a response 
to an election/restriction requirement. 



The Examiner indicated that the patent application contains claims directed to the following 
alleged patentably distinct species of the claimed invention: 



Group I: Clutch Control 1 , based on throttle position 



Group II: Clutch Control 2, based on throttle velocity 



Group III: Clutch Control 3, based on throttle acceleration 
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Claims 5, 7, 9, 16, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 24, 25, 26, and 28 are generic to all three groups. 
Claims 6, 15, 23, and 27 are directed to Group I. Claims 1, 3, 4, 10, 12, 13, 31, and 34 are directed 
to Group II. Finally, claims 30, 32, 33, and 35 are directed to Group III. 

Based on our review of the claims, Applicants elect the claims of Group I, directed to Clutch 
Control 1, based on throttle position, with traverse. Thus, generic claims 5, 7, 9, 16, 18, 19, 20, 21, 
22, 24, 25, 26, and 28 as well as claims 6, 15, 23, and 27 are selected explicitly for examination. 
However, it is respectfully submitted that the subject matter of all three groups is sufficiently related 
that a thorough search for the subject matter of one of the species would encompass a search for the 
subject matter of the other species, particularly given the number of generic claims. See MPEP § 
803, which states that "[i]f the search and examination of an entire application can be made without 
serious burden, the Examiner must examine it on the merits, ever though it includes claims to 
distinct or independent inventions." (Emphasis added). This policy should apply in the present 
application to avoid unnecessary delay and expense to the Applicants and duplicative examination 
by the Patent Office. 

Applicant believes no fee is due with this response. However, if a fee is due, please 
charge our Deposit Account No. 18-0013, under Order No. 66046-0005 from which the undersigned 
is authorized to draw. 

Dated: August 21, 2008 Respectfully submitted, 

Electronic signature: /Michael B. Stewart/ 
Michael B. Stewart 

Registration No.: 36,018 
RADER, FISHMAN & GRAUER PLLC 
Correspondence Customer Number: 10291 
Attorney for Applicant 
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